Preliminary remarks
The present article presents a concise description of a manuscript that contains an early north-western Karaim Torah translation (so-called Chumash) from 1720, supplemented with a translation of the four books of Ketuvim. To my knowledge, this is the oldest translation of Bible fragments into Western Karaim hitherto described. The manuscript's language is not consistent. The Torah translation reveals archaic linguistic peculiarities, whereas the language of the books of Ketuvim is closer to present-day Karaim. For this reason, I decided to present the manuscript in two separate articles. In the present one, I will concentrate on the language of the Torah translation. Given the archaic quality of its language, and hence, the presence of a number of linguistic features that are fundamental as far as the history of north-western Karaim is concerned, a representative sample material will be presented below. I have chosen the parashah Yitro for this purpose. A portion of the second, most probably somewhat younger part, will be presented in a separate article as a continuation of the present one. th -century addition in light brown ink written in south-western Karaim (the handwriting and the ink is typical for copyists from Halych; the copyist was most probably Jeshua-Josef Mordkowicz (1802-1884), but I can only say that based on the features of the handwriting). Folios 3-384 are copied in dark brown ink in north-western Karaim and originate from the 18 th century. The last fragment on folio 385 is in northwestern Karaim, again, but was added much later, apparently in the 20 th century, in black ink. I found the original folio 385 (containing Est. 9:28-10:3) severely damaged in a file stored in the same private archive (among a number of other different handwritten sheets), and have catalogued it under the number III-67-dok 3. The manuscript was subject to conservation in the latter half of the 20 th century. The text is clearly legible despite the ink corrosion visible on most folios. The text was fully vocalized at the same time the "main" text was written. rd day of counting the Omer of the year mentioned above; by the performer of the holy enterprise is the young among the God-fearing and those who respect His name, by me, Simcha the son of my lord and my father, the honourable sir Chananiel may he rest in peace, the prayer leader of the community, for ever, here in the Holy Community of Kukizów may the Lord keep the community upright for ever Selah! Amen.' This colophon is followed by the remaining 44 folios that contain the additional four books of Ketuvim mentioned above, which actually might suggest that these fragments were added somewhat later. However, there is no colophon or heading that would inform us when this happened.
The manuscript
A palaeographical examination clearly shows that the entire manuscript (except for the additions on the initial and the last folios) was copied by one person -Simcha ben Chananiel. This, in turn, suggests that the linguistic heterogeneity is a result of the copyist's use of different sources. The language of the analysed Torah translation clearly shows that the consonant-harmony we know from north-western Karaim was not fully developed in the time the manuscript was copied or translated.
23 In other words, the text originates from a transitional period when the harmony shift was still an ongoing process. Thus, in fact, such a transcription would be needed here that would cover two different sound systems (existing prior and after the Middle Kipchak languages, was shifted towards palatal vs. non-palatal consonant harmony. I call this process harmony shift. To put it simply, from a synchronic point of view, we can say that this happened due to a process in which the palatal quality of the vowel has been shifted to the preceding consonant, namely due to the ö > 'o, ü > 'u and e > 'a process (' indicates the palatality of the preceding consonant). Since this process could not have been described so far based on philological data in default of sources older than the late 18 th century, I have prepared a very detailed description of it and submitted it for publication in a separate, extensive paper (see NéMeth 2014b). harmony shift), which means that a phonological transcription would not be satisfactory enough either. Ergo, the transcription I use must have remained partially conventional with a number of questions left open.
I have presented a detailed discussion of the matters related to transcription in NéMeth (2014b). Below I summarize my reasoning. We do not know what was the actual phonetic value of the original front labials, i.e. ö and ü in non-initial positions in the time the manuscript was written. Eventually, word-medially and word-finally these vowels evolved into o and u with the preceding consonant being palatalized.
Open questions
24 But there were no orthographical means to distinguish between ö and 'o, or between ü and 'u (the pairs were written with ‫›יוֹ‹‬ and ‫,›יּו‹‬ respectively, with an additional aleph if written word-initially). Moreover, we cannot determine whether there was any ö ~ 'o and ü ~ 'u alternation (similar to the widespread alternation of e ~ 'a described below) in the time the text was translated and copied. In the interests of clarity, I will use ö and ü in the transcription, in every position. The use of these symbols, however, should not be considered to be my "auto-da-fé" regarding their phonetic value; I do not think that the original *ö and *ü must have necessarily been pronounced as front labials in all positions in the time this Torah translation was performed, even if I consider this to be highly possible.
The palatality of consonants
It was only the position in front of 'a that originated from *e where the palatality of the preceding consonant was clearly noted by an additional yodh.
25
Luckily for us, the orthography allows a clear distinction between a and e, as well as between a and 'a: The sound e was noted with the vowel points tzere ( ֵ◌) and (rarely) seghol ( ֶ◌) usually combined with the letter yodh, i.e. ‫י‹‬ ֵ◌› and 24 In word-initial position these vowels have remained ö and ü until the present day; ö did not occur in non-initial syllable, and therefore its use was limited to word-initial and word-medial positions. 25 The vowels ö or 'o and ü or 'u were also noted with the letter yodh (and waw), but we cannot determine whether it indicated the frontness of ö, ü or the palatality of consonants in front of 'o and 'u.
‫י‹‬ ֶ◌›, whereas a was written with a pattāḥ ( ַ◌) and qāmātz ( ָ◌). 26 The distinction between a and 'a, in turn, was marked with the letter yodh, i.e. the consonants with the vowel points pattāḥ ( ַ◌) or qāmātz ( ָ◌) were additionally followed by the letter yodh to denote 'a.
In front of front vowels (ö, ü, i and e) some of the consonants, for instance k, g and l, were most probably palatalized in the time the analysed text was translated 27 (the palatality of these consonants was not represented in writing). This feature, however, must have certainly been merely a phonetic one, and therefore I refrain from indicating this type of palatalization in the transcription.
28
To sum up, in order not to use a transcription that would suggest far-fetching phonological or phonetic interpretation, I will note the palatality only of those consonants that stand in front of 'a originating from *e. This solution seems reasonable for it does not obscure the difference between 'a and a regularly represented in the writing. 26 Word-initially aleph was used as mater lectionis. Word-finally the notation of both a and e was "reinforced" with the letter aleph, i.e. -e was indicated with ‫יא‹‬ ֵ◌-› and ‫יא‹‬ ֶ◌-›, whereas -a with ‫יא‹‬ ַ◌-› and ‫יא‹‬ ָ◌-›. Due to space limitations, a complex orthographical analysis of the text cannot be performed here. This, however, definitely deserves a separate study; preferably as a complementary description to a complete critical edition of the text. 27 The palatal pronunciation of k, g and l is a well-known feature of Turkic phonotactics.
Importantly, this feature is present in both dialects of Modern Western Karaim (see e.g. KowalsKi 1929: xlvii; zajączkowski 1931: 9), which allows us to presume that it is rather an inherited feature. Cf. our remarks in 5.1. 28 In fact, according to one of the acceptable and, in fact, highly probable scenarios modelling step by step the evolution of the harmony shift it may well be that it was the consonants that became palatalized first as a result of the already existing process of palatalization of k, g and l before front vowels, combined with the strong influence of Lithuanian and Slavonic (above all Polish and Russian) phonotactics, leading to an increase in the number of palatalized consonants preceding front vowels which, in turn, weakened the opposition between front and back vowels and made the backing of front vowels possible. According to this scenario, the front vowels were backed later, as a next step, starting with word-final syllables (see below), and this process gradually expanded towards the beginning of words without coming to an end: we know from present-day Karaim that e remained unchanged in the first syllable, whereas ö and ü remained untouched in word initial position (for the overall model, see NéMeth 2014b). The hypothetical palatality of these consonants in the transitional period (i.e. after the strong palatalization process of consonants, but before the process of backing the front vowels) should, however, also be treated as a phonetic rather than phonological feature.
The phonetic value of q
Another question is what was the actual pronunciation of the sound represented by the letter koph ‫)ק(‬ syllable-finally and suffix-initially? Eventually, it evolved into [ χ ] in these positions, but we do not know when this happened. In this respect, the spelling of north-western Karaim texts written or printed in Hebrew script could have been etymological, at least until the second half of the 19 th century. 29 I will use q for the original *q in every position. 
The sample linguistic material

Introductory remarks
Below I present the transcription of the parashah Yitro. My English translation follows as close as possible the Karaim original and is based on the King James Bible 2000 and on the English Standard Version. In the footnotes, I also provide a brief comparison with another translation of the Torah, written in south-western Karaim with some archaic linguistic features being preserved, copied in the 19 th century by Jeshua-Josef Mordkowicz (catalogue 29 Manuscripts from this period already show the letter cheth ‫›ח‹‬ and koph with a rafe, i.e. ‹ ‫,›קֿ‬ in this position. For instance, I know of a manuscript from 1881/1882, stored under catalogue number III-68 in the same collection, which was written by the 14-yearold Simon Osipowicz Chorczenko (born 1868), in which the young author applied an orthography based on the actual pronunciation rather than philological tradition. For instance, on folio 1 v o we find the word kulluχ 'slavery; service' < *kulluk written as ‫לּוח‬ ‫קּולְ‬ instead of the expected ‫לּוק‬ ‫קּולְ‬ or the word jyraχ 'distant' written as ‫קֿ‬ ַ ‫ר‬ ‫ײִ‬ instead of ‫ק‬ ַ ‫ר‬ ‫,ײִ‬ which informs us that the -k > -χ change must have happened prior to the 1880s. 31 The English translation, however, corresponds to the northwestern Karaim text in manuscript III-73 only. In this comparison, I will ignore differences that are merely phonetic in nature. If a comment concerns not a word, but a longer fragment, the text in question will be enclosed in half square brackets, i.e. ˪ ... . From the above sample it is clear that the Torah translation originates from a period when the harmony shift was still an ongoing process. If we take, however, a closer look at the forms that exhibit the e > 'a change (see Table 1 ), i.e. the only element of the harmony shift that was reflected in writing, the following additional observations are valid.
Transcription
The e > 'a change occurs in the following words: The e > 'a change occurs only in final syllables, more precisely in suffixes and in the primary postposition köre attested as köŕa (or ḱoŕa). 209 There is no word longer than two syllables that would be fully assimilated with regard to this change. The e > 'a change operated irrespective of the accent, which is basically oxytonic in Karaim, given that in the manuscript we find negative verb forms, as e.g. körmejdiĺar ‫יר‬ ‫ילָ‬ ִ ‫ד‬ ‫יְ‬ ‫מֵ‬ ְ ‫כיוֹר‬ (Bo 18), in which the word final *-ler evolved into -ĺar whereas the accent falls on the syllable preceding the negative suffix -me (i.e. in this example on the initial syllable).
The e > 'a change operated less intensively after consonants that were already palatalized before the harmony shift stared to operate, cf. the frequency of the occurrence of the segments /de/ i.e. to say, further investigation is needed to establish the time-frame of this phenomenon with greater accuracy.
Rounded vs. unrounded vowel harmony
Rounded vs. unrounded vowel harmony is fully developed in the text, cf. e.g. boldu bolušluġumda ‫א‬ ֔ ָ ‫לּוֿגּוםד‬ ְ ‫בוֹלּוש‬ ‫דּו‬ ‫בוֹלְ‬ (9). There are no traces of disharmonized forms like *boldy or *bolušlyġymda known from Crimean Karaim texts (even from the 19 th c.). 
The segment *aj
The person markers
Slavonic loanwords
Based on a brief preliminary analysis, we can say that the analysed Torah translation contains a certain number of Slavonic loanwords, which shows that the influence of the surrounding Slavonic languages must have been strong already at the time the Torah was translated (this corresponds with the idea that the harmony shift was triggered by the influence of Slavonic and Lithuanian phonotactics). This is especially true given the fact that the translations of Biblical texts were usually much more resistant to external influence -except Hebrew, of course. The editors of KarRPS (292, 424) qualified both words as Polish, and so does musaev (2003: 60) in respect to odverja, even though the Polish origin of both words is improbable for phonetic and semantic reasons; cf. the Polish metathetic form odrzwia 'door-frame' on the one hand, and, on the other hand, Pol. karanie 'punishing' with final -e and slightly different meaning.
Final remarks
It is obvious that based on such a concise and preliminary comparison of the two Torah translations as it was presented above, the question of the relation of these manuscripts cannot be appropriately answered. On the one hand, there is a number of similarities that brings them closer (the lexicon is mostly the same with certain diverging tendencies, and there are only minor morphological and syntactic differences), but on the other hand, there are no major differences between them. And thus, although there are verses that are exactly the same in the two translations (cf. e.g. Ex 18:12, 19:11, etc.), in the vast majority of verses there are some minor differences, some of which are completely different (see e.g. Ex 19:13). It still seems therefore valid to say that there must have been a common translating tradition that shaped Bible translations (the same observation follows from Jankowski's (2009: 514) analysis), but the question remains where do the differences come from? Are they induced by the idiolect of the copyist or are they rather dialect-dependant? In other words, did the copyists interpret the translations by introducing preferential changes and amendments into the copied originals or were these changes essential for better understanding by those who read them?
Further research, above all, critical editions and comparative critical editions are needed to better understand the way Biblical texts were translated. (born 1980 (Poznań, 2011) . His recent research concentrates on Karaim historical phonology and morphology, on critical editions of Karaim handwritten sources, and on the history of Hungarian lexicon.
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